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REMARKS 

i. Claim Rejections 35 USC § 1 02 

Claim 84 is rejeded under 35 US.C. 102(e) as being dearly anticipated 
by Hall etai. (8,652.517). 

Hall disdoses a cardiac ablaOon apparatus for produdng a drcunrtferentlai 
ablation. The apparatus is described as being a catheter. At a distel end of the 
catheter is an mpandable abfatton element having a prefonmed stylet embedded 
therein. The catheter slides over a centering catheter, which in turn slides over a 
guide wire. The catheter as illustrated has a unltaiy shaft. 

Rgure 1 of Hall is characterized In the office action as shovring a basic 
ablation catheter ^stem. The contention la that Han would inherently perform the 
method. However, as pointed out prevlousiy, HaD shows a unitary catheter shaft 
Hall fails to disdose a catheter body having c&tind proxlmai, intermediate, and 
distal portions. The office action fails to indicate where such features are 
disdossd in Hail. 

Furitiermore, as amended, daim 84 spedfies passing a shaping device 
through a first lumen that extends through a pro^mal portion of a catheter body 
and an Intermediate portion of the catheter body wtth the lumen terminating at a 
dosed end distal to an ablation section. Amended ciaim 84 further specifies 
retracting the shaping device before prying the aMaUon section against tissue 
surrounding a pulmonary vein. These steps are absent In Hall. 

Accordingly* Hall cannot anticipate nor render obvious the subject matter 
of daim 84. 
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il. Claim R^ections - 35 USC § 103 

Claims 66-73, 75-83. and 86 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over HaB et a). (6.652.517) In view of Phan et al. (6,529.756). 

Hall Is rslfed upon as disclosing the basic abiation catheter s^tem. The 
indication is that the feature absent from Hall is a porous wan providing 
conductive fluid to the exterior surfeoe of the cd>latlon section, liowever, claim 66 
Is not so limited. 

As already commented upon abovoi Hall fails to disclose a catheter body 
0.e.. ^afO having distinct proximal, intermediatei and cTistai portions. The office 
action falls to rndbate where such features are disclosed in Mali. 

Amended claim 66 specifies a second lumen extend^ through a proximal 
portion of a catheter body and an intenmediate portion of the catheter body and 
tenninating al a dosed end distal to the ablation sedion. This feature Is absent in 
Han. 

Accordingly, Hail cannot provide the base reference v\mh which to combine 
Phan to result In a viable obviousness r^'etSion. The combinatiori of HaB and 
Phan falls to result in a structure having all the features set forth in amended 
daim 66. It follows, of course, that the re|ections of the dependent clmms» which 
also rely upon Hall, are similarly in error. 
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Conclusion 



The raUanoe upon Hall fn the steted rejecUonB is without baste. 
Accordingly, each of the reiedions should be wiOidFawn. Applicants further 
submit trat ttte daims are in proper form and condition for ailowance. 



Respectful^ submitted, 
MARK T. STEWART ET AL. 
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